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DETAILED ACTION 



Drawings 

1. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, an overlap between a multiple energy 
x-ray device and a computed tomography device and a single unit comprising both devices must 
be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will 
be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The 
objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Claim Objections 

2. Claims 16 and 17 are objected to because of the following informalities: Claims 16 and 
17 recite the limitation "conducting scans". There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

4. Claims 1-7, 10-24, 26, 27, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

Claims 1-7, 10-24, 26, 27, and 29 recite "at least a portion of the multiple energy x-ray 
device is not common to the computed tomography device", which encompasses three possible 
arrangements: (A) the multiple energy x-ray device comprises the computed tomography 
device (a single unit), i.e., there are elements in the multiple energy x-ray device that are not part 
of the computed tomography device; (B) the multiple energy x-ray device and the computed 
tomography device are separate units; and (C) the multiple energy x-ray device shares a portion, 
but not all, of the computed tomography device. However, the specification discloses a 
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prescanner device and a CT scanner device that are either implemented as separate units or as a 
single unit (page 3, line 30 - page 4, line 2); there is no disclosure of arrangement (C) as claimed. 

Claim 15 recites "the computed tomography device comprising a portion of a unit that 
also comprises the multiple energy x-ray device", which encompasses three possible 
arrangements: (D) the computed tomography device comprises the portion that includes the 
multiple energy x-ray device (a single unit); (E) the computed tomography device comprises the 
portion that does not include the multiple energy x-ray device (separate units); and (F) the 
computed tomography device comprises the portion that includes a portion, but not all, of the 
multiple energy x-ray device, /. e., the computed tomography device shares a portion of the 
multiple energy x-ray device. Again, there is no disclosure of arrangement (F) as claimed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

6. Claims 1, 6, 7, 10-15, 18-20, 21, 22, 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Krug et al (U. S. Patent No. 5,838,758). 

With respect to claims 1 and 24, Krug et al disclosed a method for analyzing an object 
comprising: pre-scanning the object using a multiple energy x-ray device (100) to determine 
information (positional information) indicative of effective atomic number characteristics 
(column 1, lines 41-52) of the object; and transmitting the information to a processor coupled to 
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a computed tomography device (a CT must have a processor that performs image 
reconstruction), wherein at least a portion of the multiple energy x-ray device is not common to 
the computed tomography device (either as separate units or a single unit). 

With respect to claim 6, Krug et al disclosed the method of claim 1, further comprising 
using the information to determine density characteristics of the object (since the linear 
absorption coefficient is proportional to the density). 

With respect to claim 7, Krug et al disclosed the method of claim 1, further comprising 
using the information to determine a plane (slice) of the object to be scanned (column 32, lines 
32-35). 

With regard to claim 15, Krug et al disclosed the method of claim 1, wherein the 
computed tomography device comprising a portion of a unit that also comprises the multiple 
energy x-ray device (either as separate units or a single unit). 

With regard to claim 21, Krug et al disclosed the method of claim 1, wherein at least an 
x-ray source of the computed tomography device is not common to the multiple energy x-ray 
device (column 32, lines 18-37). 

With regard to claim 22, Krug et al disclosed the method of claim 1, wherein at least an 
x-ray detector of the computed tomography device is not common to the multiple energy x-ray 
device (column 32, lines 18-37). 

With regard to claim 10, Krug et al disclosed an apparatus for analyzing an object 
comprising: a multiple energy prescanner (100) that prescans the object; and a computed 
tomography device (1002) that scans one or more areas of interest of the object based on 
information (positional information) indicative of effective atomic number characteristics 
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(column 1, lines 41-52) of the object transmitted from the multiple energy prescanner, wherein at 
least a portion of the multiple energy prescanner is not common to the computed tomography 
device (column 32, lines 18-37). 

With respect to claim 11, Krug et al. disclosed the apparatus of claim 10, wherein the 
multiple-energy prescanner has a high-energy x-ray source and a low-energy x-ray source (dual 
energy). 

With respect to claim 12, Krug et al disclosed the apparatus of claim 10, further 
comprising a conveyor (5) for transporting the object from the multiple-energy prescanner to the 
computed tomography device. 

With respect to claim 13, Krug et al disclosed the apparatus of claim 10, wherein the 
computed tomography device is a multiple-energy computed tomography device (column 32, 
lines 38-40). 

With regard to claim 18, Krug et al disclosed the apparatus of claim 10, wherein the 
multiple energy prescanner and the computed tomography device are implemented as a single 
unit (column 32, lines 38-40). 

With regard to claim 19, Krug et al disclosed the apparatus of claim 10, wherein the 
information indicative of effective atomic number characteristics of the object is updated based 
on second information generated by the computed tomography device (when the actual location 
of the suspicious object is determined by the computed tomography device). 

With regard to claim 20, Krug et al disclosed the apparatus of claim 19, wherein the 
second information is indicative of density characteristics of the object (the x-ray attenuation 
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measured by the computed tomography device is indicative of density characteristics of the 
object). 

With regard to claim 14, Krug et al disclosed an apparatus for analyzing an object 
comprising: an multiple energy prescanner (100); and a computed tomography device (1002), 
wherein at least a portion of the multiple energy prescanner is not common to the computed 
tomography device; wherein information indicative of at least one metal artifact is transmitted 
from the multiple energy prescanner to a processor coupled to the computed tomography 
device (when the positional information transmitted is the position of a metallic object). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 3 and 4, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krug et 
al (U. S. Patent No. 5,838,758) as applied to claims 1 above, and further in view of Tuy (U. S. 
Patent No. 5,243,664). 

With respect to claim 3, Krug et al disclosed the method of claim 2. However, Krug et 
al. failed to teach performing a metal artifact correction based on the information. 

Tuy disclosed a method of correction for metal artifacts. Tuy taught that a CT image, 
which includes metallic objects, would have severe artifacts (column 1, lines 18-30). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to performing a metal artifact correction based on the information, since a 
person would be motivated to obtain a CT reconstructed image that is free of metal artifacts. 

With respect to claim 4, Krug et al. in combination with Tuy disclosed the method of 
claim 3, wherein performing a metal artifact correction includes performing a beam hardening 
correction (Tuy, column 2, lines 42-52). 

9. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krug et al (U. S. 
Patent No. 5,838,758) as applied to claim 3 above, and further in view of Timmer (U. S. Patent 
No. 5,905,809). 

With respect to claim 5, Krug et al. in combination with Tuy disclosed the method of 
claim 3. However, Krug et al and Tuy failed to teach performing a scatter correction. 

Timmer disclosed a method for correcting scattered x-rays for computed tomography. 
Timmer taught that scattered x-rays cause image artifacts (column 1, lines 43-44). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to perform a scatter correction, since a person would be motivated to obtain 
a CT reconstructed image that is free of artifacts. 

10. Claims 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krug et 
al. (U. S. Patent No. 5,838,758) as applied to claim 1 above. 

With regard to claims 16 and 17, Krug et al. disclosed the method of claim 1, wherein 
conducting scans comprises conducting scans of areas of interest of the object with the computed 
tomography device based upon the information to determine second information indicative of 
density characteristics of the object (since the linear absorption coefficient is proportional to the 
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density); and transmitting the second information to a processor (a computed tomography device 
would necessarily have a processor). 

However, Krug et al. failed to teach transmitting the second information to a processor to 
determine whether to modify the information indicative of effective atomic number 
characteristics of the object. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the information indicative of effective atomic number 
characteristics of the object based on density characteristics of the object, since a person would 
be motivated to precisely identify the object based on both effective atomic number 
characteristics and density characteristics of the object as the combined information further 
narrows down the range of possibilities. 

1 1 . Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krug et aL 
(U. S. Patent No. 5,838,758) in view of Tuy (U. S. Patent No. 5,243,664). 

With respect to claim 8, Krug et al disclosed a method for analyzing an object 
comprising: pre-scanning the object using a multiple-energy x-ray device (1000) to determine 
prescan information; transmitting the prescan information to a processor (a computed 
tomography device would necessarily have a processor) coupled to a computed tomography 
device (1002); performing a computed tomography scan of at least a portion of the object based 
on the prescan information, wherein the computed tomography scan generates computed 
tomography scan data and is performed using the computed tomography device (column 32, 
lines 35-37). 
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However, Krug et al failed to teach performing a metal artifact correction on the 
computed tomography scan based on the prescan information if the plane intersects an area 
including or near a metal object. 

Tuy disclosed a method of correction for metal artifacts. Tuy taught that a CT image, 
which includes metallic objects, would have severe artifacts (column 1, lines 18-30). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to performing a metal artifact correction on the computed tomography scan 
based on the prescan information if the plane intersects an area including or near a metal object, 
since a person would be motivated to obtain a CT reconstructed image that is free of metal 
artifacts. 

With respect to claim 9, Krug et al in combination with Tuy disclosed the method of 
claim 8, wherein the processor is located within the computed tomography device. 
12. Claims 28-30, 32, 35, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Krug et al (U. S. Patent No. 5,838,758). 

With regard to claims 28 and 32-35, Krug et al disclosed a method for analyzing an 
object comprising: prescanning the object using a multiple energy x-ray device (1000) to 
determine information (positional information) indicative of effective atomic number 
characteristics (column 1, lines 41-52) of the object; transmitting, to another device (1002) that is 
separate from and coupled to the multiple energy x-ray device, a transmission (positional 
information) that that is based on at least partially on the information. 

However, Krug et al failed to disclose the step of making a decision relating to threat 
detection. 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to make a decision relating to threat detection, since a person would be 
motivated to take an action either the object is determined to be a real threat or not. 

With regard to claim 29, Krug et al disclosed the method of claim 28, wherein the device 
is a processor coupled to the computed tomography device (a CT must have a processor that 
performs image reconstruction), and wherein at least a portion of the multiple energy x-ray 
device is not common to the computed tomography device (either separate units or a single unit). 

With regard to claim 30, Krug et al disclosed the method of claim 28, further 
comprising: using the information to select an area of interest of the object based upon the 
information (column 32, lines 18-37); and conducting a scan of the area of interest with the 
computed tomography device (1002) to generate scan data. 

With regard to claims 33 and 34, Krug et ah disclosed the method of claim 30, wherein 
using the information comprises using the information to determine a type of a metal (from 
effective atomic number characteristics) and a shape of a metal (three dimensional reconstruction 
of the metal). 

With regard to claim 36, Krug et al disclosed the method of claim 28, wherein the 
multiple energy x-ray device comprises a processor to determine a positional information. 
13. Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krug et al (U. S. 
Patent No. 5,838,758). as applied to claim 30 above, and further in view of Tuy (U. S. Patent No. 
5,243,664). 
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With respect to claim 31, Krug et al disclosed the method of claim 30. However, Krug 
et al failed to disclose the step of using the information to determine whether to apply a metal 
artifact correction to the scan data. 

Tuy disclosed a method of correction for metal artifacts. Tuy taught that a CT image, 
which includes metallic objects, would have severe artifacts (column 1, lines 18-30). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to performing a metal artifact correction based on the information, since a 
person would be motivated to obtain a CT reconstructed image that is free of metal artifacts. 
14. Claims 1, 6, 7, 15, 10-13, 18-24, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Peschmann (U. S. Patent No. 5,367,553) in view of Krug et al (U. S. Patent 
No. 5,838,758). 

With respect to claims 1 and 24, Peschmann disclosed a method for analyzing an object 
comprising: pre-scanning the object using an x-ray device (32) to determine information 
(location) of the object (column 7, line 17 - column 8, line 2); and transmitting the information to 
a processor (26) coupled to a computed tomography device (44A, 46A, 50A), wherein at least a 
portion of the x-ray device is not common to the computed tomography device. 

However, although Peschmann disclosed the advantage of dual-energy scan (column 10, 
lines 48-68), Peschmann failed to disclose that the prescanner is a multiple energy x-ray device. 

Krug et al disclosed a multiple energy x-ray prescanner (1000) that transmits 
information (positional information) indicative of effective atomic number characteristics of the 
object to a computed tomography device (1002). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ a multiple energy x-ray prescanner. As is well known, a multiple 
energy x-ray prescanner obtains effective atomic number characteristics of an object, which 
further limits the possible materials being analyzed, thereby increasing the accuracy of material 
identification. 

With respect to claim 6, Peschmann in combination with Krug et aL disclosed the method 
of claim 1 , further comprising using the information to determine density characteristics of the 
object (Peschmann column 8, lines 1-2). 

With regard to claim 7, Peschmann in combination with Krug et al. disclosed the method 
of claim 1, further comprising using the information to determine a plane (CT slice) of the object 
to be scanned. 

With regard to claim 15, Peschmann in combination with Krug et al. disclosed the 
method of claim 1 , wherein transmitting the information comprises transmitting the information 
to a processor (Peschmann 26) coupled to a computed tomography device (Peschmann 44A, 
46A, 50A) wherein the computed tomography device comprising a portion of a unit (Peschmann 
10) that also comprises the multiple energy x-ray device. 

With regard to claims 21 and 22, Peschmann in combination with Krug et al disclosed 
the method of claim 1, wherein transmitting comprises transmitting the information to a 
processor (Peschmann 26) coupled to a computed tomography device (Peschmann 44A, 46A, 
50A), wherein at least an x-ray source (Peschmann 46A) and at least an x-ray detector 
(Peschmann 50 A) is not common to the multiple energy x-ray device. 
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With regard to claim 23, Peschmann in combination with Krug et ah disclosed the 
method of claim 1, wherein prescanning comprises prescanning the object using a second 
computed tomography device (Peschmann 44, 46, 50). 

With regard to claims 10 and 11, Peschmann disclosed an apparatus for analyzing an 
object comprising: an x-ray prescanner (32) that prescans the object; and a computed 
tomography device (44 A, 46 A, 50 A) that scans one or more areas of interest of the object based 
on information (location) of the object transmitted from the prescanner (column 7, lines 17 - 
column 8, line 2), wherein at least a portion of the prescanner is not common to the computed 
tomography device. 

However, although Peschmann disclosed the advantage of dual-energy scan (column 10, 
lines 48-68), Peschmann failed to disclose that the prescanner is a multiple energy x-ray device. 

Krug et al. disclosed a multiple energy x-ray prescanner (1000) that transmits 
information (positional information) indicative of effective atomic number characteristics of the 
object to a computed tomography device (1002). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ a multiple energy x-ray prescanner. As is well known, a multiple 
energy x-ray prescanner obtains effective atomic number characteristics of an object, which 
further limits the possible materials being analyzed, thereby increasing the accuracy of material 
identification. 

With regard to claim 12, Peschmann in combination with Krug et al disclosed the 
apparatus of claim 10, further comprising a conveyor (Peschmann 20). 
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With regard to claim 13, Peschmann in combination with Krug et aL disclosed the 
apparatus of claim 10, wherein the computed tomography device is a multiple energy computed 
tomography device (Peschmann column 10, lines 48-68). 

With regard to claim 18, Peschmann in combination with Krug et aL disclosed the 
apparatus of claim 10, wherein the multiple energy prescanner and the computed tomography 
device are implemented as a single unit (10). 

With regard to claim 19, Peschmann in combination with Krug et aL disclosed the 
apparatus of claim 10, wherein the information (location) indicative of effective atomic number 
characteristics of the object is updated based on second information generated by the computed 
tomography device (when the actual location of the suspicious object is determined by the 
computed tomography device). 

With regard to claim 20, Peschmann in combination with Krug et aL disclosed the 
apparatus of claim 19, wherein the second information is indicative of density characteristics of 
the object (the x-ray attenuation measured by the computed tomography device is indicative of 
density characteristics of the object). 

With regard to claim 26, Peschmann in combination with Krug et aL disclosed the 
apparatus of claim 10,wherein the multiple energy prescanner comprises a second computed 
tomography device (Peschmann, 44, 46, 50). 

With regard to claim 14, Peschmann disclosed an apparatus for analyzing an object 
comprising: an x-ray prescanner (32); and a computed tomography device (44A, 46A, 50A), 
wherein information (location) indicative of at least one metal artifact (if the object is metallic) is 
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transmitted from the x-ray prescanner to a processor (26) coupled to the computed tomography 
device. 

However, although Peschmann disclosed the advantage of dual-energy scan (column 10, 
lines 48-68), Peschmann failed to disclose that the prescanner is a multiple energy x-ray device. 

Krug et al disclosed a multiple energy x-ray prescanner (1000) that transmits 
information (positional information) indicative of effective atomic number characteristics of the 
object to a computed tomography device (1002). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ a multiple energy x-ray prescanner. As is well known, a multiple 
energy x-ray prescanner obtains effective atomic number characteristics of an object, which 
further limits the possible materials being analyzed, thereby increasing the accuracy of material 
identification. 

With regard to claim 27, Peschmann in combination with Krug et al disclosed the 
apparatus of claim 14, wherein the multiple energy prescanner comprises a second computed 
tomography device (Peschmann, 44, 46, 50). 

15. Claims 8, 9, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Peschmann (U. S. Patent No. 5,367,553) in view of Krug et al (U. S. Patent No. 5,838,758) and 
Tuy (U. S. Patent No. 5,243,664). 

With regard to claim 8, Peschmann disclosed a method for analyzing an object 
comprising: prescanning the object using an x-ray device (32) to determine prescan 
information (location); transmitting the prescan information to a processor (26) coupled to a 
computed tomography device (44A, 46A, 50A); performing a computed tomography scan of at 
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least a portion of the object based on the prescan information (column 7, line 17 - column 8, line 
2). 

However, although Peschmann disclosed the advantage of dual-energy scan (column 10, 
lines 48-68), Peschmann failed to disclose that the prescanner is a multiple energy x-ray device. 

Krug et al disclosed a multiple energy x-ray prescanner (1000) that transmits 
information (positional information) indicative of effective atomic number characteristics of the 
object to a computed tomography device (1002). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ a multiple energy x-ray prescanner. As is well known, a multiple 
energy x-ray prescanner obtains effective atomic number characteristics of an object, which 
further limits the possible materials being analyzed, thereby increasing the accuracy of material 
identification. 

Furthermore, Krug et al failed to teach performing a metal artifact correction on the 
computed tomography scan based on the prescan information if the plane intersects an area 
including or near a metal object. 

Tuy disclosed a method of correction for metal artifacts. Tuy taught that a CT image, 
which includes metallic objects, would have severe artifacts (column 1, lines 18-30). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to performing a metal artifact correction on the computed tomography scan 
based on the prescan information if the plane intersects an area including or near a metal object, 
since a person would be motivated to obtain a CT reconstructed image that is free of metal 
artifacts. 
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With regard to claim 9, Peschmann in combination with Krug et al and Tuy disclosed the 
method of claim 8, wherein the processor is located within the computed tomography device (the 
processor is part of the computed tomography). 

With regard to claim 25, Peschmann in combination with Krug et al and Tuy disclosed 
the method of claim 8, wherein prescanning comprises prescanning the object using a second 
computed tomography device (Peschmann 44, 46, 50), 

Response to Arguments 

16. Applicant's arguments filed 10 January 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Upon further consideration, the examiner would like to point out that positional 
information of a suspicious object determined from effective atomic number characteristics 
could be construed as information indicative of effective atomic number characteristics because 
only positions having effective atomic numbers within a range are selected for further analysis. 
Krug et al. clearly disclosed a multiple energy x-ray prescanner that transmits positional 
information determined from multiple energy scans to a computed tomography device. Hence, 
the rejections are being maintained. 

Furthermore, a new ground of rejection is made in view of Peschmann. Peschmann 
disclosed an apparatus comprising a second computed tomography device. 
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Conclusion 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

Shao et al (U. S. Pub. No. 2004/0076262 Al) disclosed an apparatus comprising an x- 
ray prescanner and a nuclear imager. 

18. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Allen C. Ho whose telephone number is (571) 272-2491. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 8:00 am - 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edward J. Glick can be reached at (571) 272-2490. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Allen C. Ho 
Primary Examiner 
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